CITY OF LOS ANGELES CORNFIELD ARROYO SECO SPECIFIC PLAN: PARKING MANAGEMENT STRATEGIES by Thompson, Miriam L
  
 
 
CITY OF LOS ANGELES CORNFIELD ARROYO SECO SPECIFIC PLAN: 
PARKING MANAGEMENT STRATEGIES 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
A Professional Project 
presented to 
the Faculty of California Polytechnic State University, 
San Luis Obispo 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
In partial Fulfillment 
of the Requirements for the Degree 
Master of City and Regional Planning 
 
 
 
by 
Miriam L. Thompson 
June, 2013 
 
 
ii
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
© 2013 
 
Miriam L. Thompson 
 
ALL RIGHTS RESERVED 
 
 
   
iii 
COMMITTEE MEMBERSHIP 
 
TITLE:  City of Los Angeles Cornfield Arroyo Seco Specific Plan: 
Parking Management Strategies 
 
AUTHOR:    Miriam L. Thompson 
 
DATE SUBMITTED:  June, 2013 
 
 
 
 
COMMITTEE CHAIR:  Cornelius Nuworsoo, Ph.D., AICP 
Associate Professor  
City and Regional Planning Department 
    California Polytechnic State University, 
    San Luis Obispo 
 
 
COMMITTEE MEMBER:  Chris Clark, JD 
          Lecturer  
City and Regional Planning Department 
    California Polytechnic State University, 
    San Luis Obispo 
 
COMMITTEE MEMBER:   Lateef Sholebo 
         Associate City Planner 
City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning 
 
        
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
iv
ABSTRACT 
 
CITY OF LOS ANGELES CORNFIELD ARROYO SECO SPECIFIC PLAN: 
PARKING MANAGEMENT STRATEGIES 
Miriam L. Thompson 
 
This study examines the state of off-street parking in the Cornfield Arroyo Seco Specific 
Plan (CASP) area of the City of Los Angeles.  The focus is on discovering relevant 
strategies to strengthen the plans ability to reduce parking supply and demand. 
 
Research has shown a causal relationship between planning policies and the oversupply 
of parking. An auto-centric approach to land use and urban form creates societal 
problems such as traffic congestion, air pollution, inflated development costs, and hostile 
pedestrian landscapes. Further issues that are directly associated with parking include: 
poor water quality, neighborhood livability, and ambient temperature. Additionally, an 
overabundance of parking supports increased vehicle miles traveled which is a major 
source of greenhouse gases. The imbalance between parking supply and demand in the 
City of Los Angeles has resulted in large tracts of land that are paved over by parking lots 
instead of more valuable land uses. A thorough assessment of the opportunities to 
improve the state of parking in the Los Angeles CASP area is needed.   
 
The (qualitative) research consisted of a review of secondary data such as the Los 
Angeles General Plan, the Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC), the best practices of 
Pasadena, Santa Monica and an exposé of scholarly parking theory. The primary 
(quantitative) data collection methods in this study comprised an aerial survey and a field 
survey.  The results show that half of the major land uses in the area never reach optimal 
occupancy.  
 
A careful evaluation of the CASP revealed that it does institute several progressive 
parking policies that are more stringent than the LAMC, namely being the first plan in the 
city that does not include parking requirements. However there are a number of relevant 
parking management strategies which could serve to further strengthen the CASP.  
 
The Specific Plan does not mandate employers to provide transit passes or parking cash-
outs.  Providing Eco Passes can yield benefits for developers, property owners, 
employers, commuters, transit agencies, and cities. Another way to reduce parking 
demand and parking requirements is to offer commuters the option to “cash out” their 
employer-paid parking. Both transit passes and parking cash-out are cost effective 
because it is much cheaper to pay for a transit ride to and from work than to pay for a free 
parking space at work. These two strategies have potential to add another dimension to 
demand management, civic viability and contribute to the paradigm shift that is needed to 
mitigate our environmental impact. 
 
 
Keywords: parking management 
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1CHAPTER I – INTRODUCTION 
 
1.1  Background 
 
1.1.1  Study Purpose  
 
This study examines the state of off-street parking in the Cornfield Arroyo Seco Specific 
Plan (CASP) area of the City of Los Angeles.  The focus is on discovering appropriate  
parking policies to effectively manage the private parking supply and demand in a 
manner that implements the following goals: “to avoid an oversupply of parking; to 
reduce vehicular trips to, through and within the area; minimize the area’s parking 
footprint; and preserve land for other productive uses” (CASP, 2009, p.117).   
 
1.1.2 Problem Statement 
 
Vehicular parking in the CASP area is characterized by surface lots that appear to be 
underutilized during large portions of the day and week.  Research has shown a causal 
relationship between planning policies and the oversupply of parking.   For instance, 
traditionally planning departments have set parking requirements in excess of the typical 
demand.  This was influenced by the assumption that parking requirements should be set 
to accommodate the maximum annual peak parking demand as opposed to the average 
daily parking demand that a given use actually generates.  These policies are widespread 
and now we are able to clearly see their adverse effects.  
 
The imbalance between parking supply and demand in the City of Los Angeles has 
resulted in large tracts of land that are paved over by parking lots instead of more 
valuable land uses. Additionally, an overabundance of parking supports increased vehicle 
2miles traveled (VMT) which are a major source of Greenhouse Gases (GHG).  Further 
issues that are directly associated with parking includes effects on water quality, 
neighborhood livability, congestion, construction costs, and ambient temperature (ITE 
Parking Generation, 2004, p.5). 
 
Solving the problems created by the current status of parking presents a challenge. In Los 
Angeles, long identified as the world capital of the car-culture, citizens and developers 
are accustomed to having parking that is exceedingly convenient, overabundant, on-site, 
and bundled into the overall cost of development.  Although these characteristics are 
preferred by the end user they are inefficient in terms of strategic land use. A thorough 
assessment of the opportunities to improve the state of parking in the CASP area is 
needed.  This project evaluates the established parking policies that affect the study area 
and those that are proposed to derive recommendations of strategies to strengthen the 
CASP. 
 
1.1.3 Significance of the Cornfield Arroyo Seco Specific Plan  
 
There is consensus in the world’s scientific community that climate change is causing 
catastrophic environmental degradation.  A report on greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, 
published by the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change, shows 
constant increase in GHG emissions, in particular in industrialized countries (European 
Report, 2008, p.1).  Issues such as GHG emissions, sea level rise, increased forest fires, 
loss of biodiversity etc., have all been linked to climate change.   
 
3Other problems which are widely acknowledged in the planning field illustrate the 
relationship between traditional land-use policies and climate change.  Take for instance, 
zoning and the physical separation of “incompatible” land-uses.  This separation of 
housing from other uses created suburbs from which residents must drive to daily travel 
destinations such as work, commerce and recreation.  As a result zoning has contributed 
to increased vehicle miles traveled which is a major source of GHG emissions. 
 
In 2010 President Barack Obama addressed the US Conference of Mayors stating, "It's 
time to throw out old policies that encouraged sprawl and congestion, pollution, and 
ended up isolating our communities in the process. We need strategies that encourage 
smart development linked to quality public transportation, and that bring our 
communities together”. The President’s statement reveals that the value of smart growth 
is acknowledged and well received in the highest reaches of government. Moreover, that 
he was imploring the U.S. Conference of Mayors speaks to the fact that local 
governments have an important role in seeing his points into fruition. His sentiment also 
resonates in State legislation; It is an understanding that echoes throughout scholarly 
literature.  Furthermore, policies of emerging sustainable cities including the Los Angeles 
General Plan and CASP declare the same harmonious call to be on one accord. 
 
The State of California is addressing Climate Change through legislation such as 
Assembly Bill 32 (AB 32) and Senate Bill 375 (SB 375).   AB 32, the California Global 
Warming Solutions Act of 2006, mandates that the California Air Resources Board 
(CARB) create time tables and indicators for reducing greenhouse gas emissions.  
CARB’s findings were broad and apply to all economic and political sectors.   
4Subsequently, the State created SB 375 which is more specific legislation that elucidates 
how these goals should be implemented at the local level.   SB 375, the Smart Growth 
Bill of 2008 is an attempt to meet the reduction goals mandated by AB 32 (Moir, A. & 
Till, D., 2008, p.3).   These targets are to be achieved using a streamlined environmental 
review process and transportation funding to incentivize dense, transit-oriented 
development.   Although each bill is applicable to Los Angeles (LA), SB 375 has more 
specific tasks and explicit targets to guide the Los Angeles Department of City Planning 
(LADCP).    
 
The CASP which combines Transit Oriented Development (TOD) with Smart Growth 
principles is poised to address the some of the goals of this legislation.  In addition to 
being poised to address SB 375 mandates, the physical and cultural characteristics of the 
CASP area provide excellent opportunities to promote the healthy living benefits of 
Smart Growth and to demonstrate a leadership role that government can play in 
supporting sustainable land use and development practices (CASP, 2009). The CASP 
intends to integrate the principles of Smart Growth, New Urbanism, and green building 
into neighborhood design so that a level of sustainability can be attained for the entire 
area. 
 
 
 
1.1.4 Personal Motivation 
 
5My undergraduate study of Design at the University of California, Davis formed the basis 
for my initial interest in sustainability.  As I began to contemplate the negative impacts of 
traditional development patterns, my interest in finding better-quality alternatives peaked.   
 
In June of 2008, I was introduced to the Cornfield Arroyo Seco Specific Plan through an 
internship with the Los Angeles Department of City Planning (LADCP).  As a 2nd 
generation Angelino, I have a lifelong vested interest in the City of Los Angeles.   I 
consider myself very fortunate to have served as a planning intern in my home, which 
also happens to be, the second largest city in the United States, where innovative 
planning projects abound.  As I begun to realize the comprehensive nature of the benefits 
that a LEED-ND specific plan could provide, I became inspired to learn more about the 
process and contribute to its development.   
 
I was tasked with collecting and analyzing data from aerial photographs obtained via 
web-based mapping programs.  These programs were invaluable in determining initial 
estimates of the parking supply; however the data derived was reliable only for rough 
estimates. This professional project extends the parking study, with empirical data 
collection methods and creates recommendations to inform the completion of the Specific 
Plan and its ultimate implementation. 
 
1.1.5 Geographic Location 
 
The CASP is a 603-acre area bordered on the north and west by Interstate 110 (I-110), 
called the Pasadena Freeway, the Arroyo Seco waterway and Elysian Park as shown in 
Figure 1-1.   The Interstate 5 (I-5) called the Golden State Freeway, the Los Angeles 
River and Metrolink all pass through the plan area.   Directly south of the Plan area is 
6Union Station, historic Olvera Street and the downtown Civic Center.   Chinatown is 
immediately adjacent to its south-westernmost area.  
7Figure 1-1: Specific Plan Area 
 
81.2  Existing Conditions 
 
Several studies and infrastructure projects have spurred interest and redevelopment in the 
area.  The opening of the Metro Gold Line light rail in 2005 has already exerted land use 
changes in the area.  The City completed the Los Angeles River Revitalization Master 
Plan (LARRMP) in 2007, which identified the Cornfields and Arroyo Seco locations as 
“opportunity areas” for potential future river improvements.  Additionally, a new State 
Historic Park is designed for the parcel commonly known as the “Cornfields.” These 
combined efforts have increased development interest in the area.  (CASP, 2009) 
 
The area is dominated by industrial land-use although an increasing number of multi-
family residential developments and artist-style lofts have been developed over the past 
half-decade.  A majority of the parking is within surface lots, which cover approximately 
20 percent of the entire specific plan area. The area has 2,062 jobs, which is an attribute 
that should be maintained and increased as new development occurs.  There are 
numerous publicly owned parcels within the CASP area which are currently used for a 
variety of purposes including the William Mead Housing development, the Los Angeles 
Department of Water and Power Sub-Station, the historic Los Angeles Jail, Downey 
Park, Metro Maintenance Yard, Young Nak Presbyterian Church, and several Public 
Works maintenance yards.   All of these land owners have unique parking conditions and 
will require individual solutions to meet the parking goals of the CASP. Figure 1-2 
presents an aerial view of the study area. 
  
9Figure 1-2 : Aerial  View of Specific Plan Area 
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CHAPTER II – LOCAL PARKING POLICIES 
 
The purpose of this chapter is to overview the City's parking requirements in relation to 
the goals of the CASP and other sustainable parking management plans. The chapter 
reviews the Los Angeles General Plan and the Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC). 
 
There is a hierarchical set of policies that govern the CASP area. The first of these is the 
General Plan followed by the LAMC, then community plans, and lastly specific plans. 
All of these documents work in tandem to achieve the same goals. In the case of the 
CASP its parking regulations supersede LAMC requirements.  
 
2.1.1 The City of Los Angeles General Plan  
 
The General Plan, readopted August 8, 2001, provides the overarching authoritative 
vision for the future of the city.  A review of the General Plan Framework revealed that 
there are currently numerous goals, policies, and objectives that are aimed at improving 
the current state of parking.  Tables 2-1 and 2-2 show the General Plan strategies for 
managing parking supply and demand. The excerpts in these tables are the General Plan 
goals, objectives, policies and programs that are relevant to the CASP.  A general plan 
contains a set of policy statements about the goals for future development of the city but 
sometimes it may not contain specific implementation procedures (Guide to California 
Planning 3rd edition Fulton, Shigley 2005, p.106). The goals, policies and procedures are 
actually implemented through the LAMC and specific plans. 
 
11
Table 2-1: Pedestrian-Oriented Districts in the General Plan Land Use Element 
  
 Goal 
  
  
 Objective 
  
 Policy 
3K 
 
Transit stations to 
function as a 
primary focal point 
of the City's 
development. 
 
3.15 
 
Focus mixed 
commercial/residential 
uses, neighborhood-
oriented retail, 
employment opportunities, 
and civic and quasi-public 
uses around urban transit 
stations, while protecting 
and preserving 
surrounding low-density 
neighborhoods from the 
encroachment of 
incompatible land uses. 
3.15.6 
 
Establish standards for the inclusion 
of bicycle and vehicular parking at 
and in the vicinity of transit stations; 
differentiating these to reflect the 
intended uses and character of the 
area in which they are located (e.g., 
stations in some urban areas and 
"kiss-and-ride" facilities may have 
limited parking, while those in 
suburban locations may contain 
extensive parking). 
3L 
Districts that 
promote pedestrian 
activity and 
provide a quality 
experience for the 
City's residents. 
 
3.16 
Accommodate land uses, 
locate and design 
buildings, and implement 
streetscape amenities that 
enhance pedestrian 
activity. 
3.16.2 
Locate parking in pedestrian 
districts to the rear, above, or below 
the street-fronting uses.  
 
 
5.8.3 
 
Revise parking requirements in 
appropriate locations to reduce costs 
and permit pedestrian-oriented 
building design: 
 
a.  Modify parking standards and 
trip generation factors based on 
proximity to transit and provision of 
mixed-use and affordable housing. 
 
b.  Provide centralized and shared 
parking facilities as needed by 
establishing parking districts or 
business improvement districts and 
permit in-lieu parking fees in 
selected locations to further reduce 
on-site parking and make mixed-use 
development economically feasible. 
 5A 
  
A livable City for 
existing and future 
residents and one 
that is attractive to 
future investment. 
A City of 
interconnected, 
diverse 
neighborhoods that 
builds on the 
strengths of those 
neighborhoods and 
functions at both 
the neighborhood 
and citywide scales.  
 5.8 
  
 Reinforce or encourage the 
establishment of a strong 
pedestrian orientation in 
designated neighborhood 
districts, community 
centers, and pedestrian-
oriented sub areas within 
regional centers, so that 
these districts and centers 
can serve as a focus of 
activity for the surrounding 
community and a focus for 
investment in the 
community. 
     Source: City of Los Angeles General Plan (2001)  
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Table 2-2: Parking Programs in the General Plan Transportation Element 
Implementation Program Parking-Related Actions 
P3 Develop local accessibility 
plans (LAPs) for selected 
centers and districts which will 
expedite approvals of new 
development applications and 
streamline project review for 
traffic mitigation procedures.  
Each LAP should consider 
inclusion of each of the 
following components: 
 
 
Shared-parking component: to identify locations and 
sizes of shared-use parking facilities to be utilized 
within the targeted growth area. 
 
Encourage regional agencies to include the following 
measures when developing regional TDM programs 
for work trips: 
 
Provide for reduced on-site parking in exchange for 
park-and-ride lots in the TIMPs of Community Plans 
and Specific Plans 
 
 
Implement parking pricing and enforcement 
strategies. 
a.   Develop and implement a Parking Awareness / 
Promotion program to increase acceptance of parking 
management by the general public. 
 
Schedule: Initiate within 24 months of Element 
adoption. 
Responsibility:  LADOT 
 
b.   Implement shared parking, peripheral parking, 
and parking pricing programs in major employment 
areas and mixed-use districts. 
 
Schedule: Ongoing 
Responsibility:  LADOT; City Planning Department; 
CRA 
 
c.   Improve and expand enforcement of on-street 
parking restrictions (e.g.  time limits, tow away/no 
stopping, loading zones), especially where such 
restrictions provide an additional peak hour travel 
lane/bus lane or additional loading areas in industrial 
districts. 
 
Schedule: Ongoing 
Responsibility:  LADOT 
 
 
P17 Pursue the following 
Transportation Demand 
Management programs: 
 
P20 Pursue the following 
Parking Management programs 
 Source: City of Los Angeles General Plan (2001), Chapter 7 - Transportation Element  
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2.1.2 The City Of Los Angeles - Municipal (Zoning) Code  
 
Planning and Zoning, Chapter I of the Municipal Code, last amended by legislation 
effective April 30, 2009, spells out the detailed regulations that support the 
aforementioned General Plan goals, policies and objectives.  Chapter I Section. 12. 12. 
1.'P' entitled “Automobile Parking Zone” in the zoning code provides numerical parking 
requirements for every use and zone. In all zones, there shall be at least two automobile 
parking spaces on the same lot with each one-family dwelling thereon (Ord. No.  
164,904, 1989). The ratio of parking spaces required for all other dwelling units shall be 
at least one parking space for each dwelling unit of less than three habitable rooms, one 
and a half parking spaces for each dwelling unit of three habitable rooms, and two 
parking spaces for each dwelling unit of more than three habitable rooms. Tables 2-3 and 
2-4 summarize the residential and commercial parking requirements in the zoning code. 
 
2.1.3  Zoning Administrator Division (ZAD): Parking Reduction 
 
The City of Los Angeles is no stranger to the benefits that can be gained from dynamic 
parking policies. In line with the aforementioned goals of the General Plan, the City has 
made tangible progress in incentivizing developers to provide parking alternatives.  One 
of these steps was taken in August 2007 when the City amended the LAMC to allow 
projects to provide reduced parking in appropriate locations. The objective of these 
reductions is to decrease development costs and promote pedestrian oriented building 
design. 
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Table 2-3: City of Los Angeles Zoning Code Parking Requirements 
Zone 
 
Use Parking Required 
R2 Two-Family Dwellings R1 Uses, 
Home Occupations 
2 spaces; one covered 
RD1.5 Restricted Density 
Multiple Dwelling 
One-Family Dwellings, 
Two-Family Dwellings, 
Apartment Houses, 
Multiple Dwellings, 
Home Occupations 
1 space per unit < 3 habitable 
rooms (such as a typical Single unit); 
1.5 spaces per unit = 3 habitable 
rooms (such as a typical 1 bedroom unit); 
2 spaces per unit > 3 habitable 
rooms (such as a typical 2 bedroom unit); 
1 space each guest room (first 30) 
RD2 
RD3 
RD4 
RD5 
RD6 
RMP Mobile Home Park Home 
Occupations 
2 covered spaces per dwelling unit 
RW2 Two-Family Residential Waterways 
One-Family Dwellings, 
Two-Family Dwellings, 
Home Occupations 
2 covered spaces per dwelling unit 
R3 Multiple Dwelling 
R2 Uses, 
Apartment Houses, 
Multiple Dwellings, 
Child Care (20 max.) 
1 space per unit < 3 habitable rooms; 
1.5 spaces per unit = 3 habitable rooms; 
2 spaces per unit > 3 habitable rooms; 
1 space each guest room (first 30)" 
 
 
 
RAS3 Residential/ 
Accessory 
R3 Uses, 
Limited ground floor 
commercial 
R4 Multiple Dwelling 
R3 Uses, 
Churches 
Homeless Shelter 
RAS4 Residential/Accessory 
R4 Uses, 
Limited ground floor 
commercial 
R5 Multiple Dwelling 
R4 Uses, 
Clubs, Lodges, 
Hospitals, 
Sanitariums, Hotels 
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Use Ratio (spaces/sq. ft.) 
Elementary School, Child Care 1 per classroom or 
minimum 1 per 500 
Retail or Discount Wholesalers 1 per 250 
Retail Furniture, Major Appliances, or similar 1 per 500 
Take-out Restaurant (no eating on the premises) 1 per 250 
Restaurant, Café, Coffee Shop, Bar, Night Club, or similar  1 per 100 
Small Restaurant, Café, or Coffee Shop (1000sq. Ft. or less)  1 per 200 
Take-out Restaurant (no eating on the premises)  1 per 250 
Retail or Discount Wholesalers  1 per 250 
Retail Furniture, Major Appliances, or similar 1 per 500 
Commercial or Business Office 1 per 500 
Philanthropic Institution, Government Office, or similar 1 per 500 
Classrooms and assembly areas 1 per 50 or 1 per 5 fixed 
seats whichever is 
greater 
Other Business or Commercial (not listed above) 1 per 500 
15. Warehouse or Storage (for Household Goods) - first 10,000 
sq. ft. beyond 10,000 sq. ft. 
1 per 500 (plus) 1 per 
5000 
 
Parking reductions are granted through a case-by-case evaluation.  Determining which 
parking management alternative will satisfy both the ZAD and the applicants' needs is a 
joint effort between both parties. It behooves the applicant to work in conjunction with 
the ZAD. The applicant can choose to provide a parking management plan with 
alternatives like remote offsite parking, shared parking, offsite parking, vanpools, 
carpools, bicycle racks, motorcycle parking, or discounted group transit passes for its 
employees (LAMC sections 12.2 4X 17, 12.2 4X 20, 12.2 4Y, 12.2184 y). A key aspect 
of the process is that the applicant must conduct a study to determine the parking demand 
the development will generate and how that demand will be met.   
16
 
Los Angeles has also reformed parking standards as part of the Downtown Adaptive 
Reuse Ordinance. Since 1999, the ordinance has resulted in the conversion of obsolete 
buildings into over 6,000 housing units without adding any additional parking 
(Metropolitan Transportation Commission, 2007). These two policies, the ZAD Parking 
Reduction and the Downtown Adaptive Reuse Ordinance, established the precedent for 
reduced parking in the City of Los Angeles. Yet, they are limited in scope when 
contrasted against the robust plans of neighboring Southern Californian municipalities 
like Pasadena, Santa Monica and Glendale, all of which pale in comparison to the size, 
population, influence, and environmental impact of the City of Los Angeles. Therefore 
adopting more ambitious parking policies is a logical progression to advancing the City's 
General Plan intent regarding the optimization of parking.  
 
2.1.4 CASP Parking Objectives, Goals and, Policies 
 
The CASP takes a revolutionary approach to managing parking supply and demand.  In 
line with the concepts of LEED-ND it aims to optimize a comprehensive set of related 
issues.  The following are some of the key parking management goals of the plan: 
1. Manage and control the parking supply and demand. 
2. Avoid an oversupply of parking. 
3. Increase pedestrian, bicycle, and transit use, and reduce vehicular trips to, 
through, and within the area. 
4. Minimize the area’s parking footprint and preserve land for other productive uses. 
5. Reduce the cost of parking typically associated with new construction. 
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6. Provide vehicular access from side streets or alleyways to minimize driveways 
along Active Streets and to maintain building continuity and avoid vehicle and 
pedestrian conflicts. 
7. Create active ground floors around the base of parking structures that are adjacent 
to Active Streets. 
8. Screen parking to provide a safe, aesthetically pleasing and secure environment 
for pedestrians. 
9. Provide adequate signage to public parking structures to aid visitors in finding 
them upon arrival and getting oriented to their surroundings. 
10. Encourage the use of alternate modes of transportation by reducing the 
availability of off-street parking. 
11. Limit the number and width of curb cuts and vehicular entries to promote street-
wall continuity and reduce conflicts with pedestrians. 
12. Encourage the provision of shared parking agreements and/or public parking 
facilities. 
While most areas of the City require a minimum of 2 to 2.5 parking spaces for each new 
residential unit and anywhere from one space for every 100 square feet (e.g. health clubs 
and restaurants) to one space for every 500 square feet (e.g. institutions) the proposed 
plan is the first plan of any kind in the city of Los Angeles that does not include parking 
requirements. "City Planner Claire Bowin stated that, ‘the lack of parking requirements 
will allow developers to minimize the amount of parking for specific projects, given the 
neighborhood's proximity to transit, the changing culture of Los Angeles, and the 
declining need for parking...’ The effect, says Bowin, ‘will be to let the market decide 
how much parking is needed and where" (Nettler, 2012). 
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A project may, if it desires, include no vehicular parking. However, projects that do elect 
to include parking will then be subject to a requirement to include 5% of the spaces for 
vehicle charging stations and include both a shared vehicle parking space and a 
scooter/moped/motorcycle stall for every 25 units and/or 25,000 square feet of non-
residential square footage. Table 2-5 summarizes parking regulations in the specific plan.  
 
Table 2-4: Parking Regulations in the Cornfield Arroyo-Seco Specific Plan 
 
CASP Parking Regulations 
1. Hierarchy: 
a. CASP Parking Regulations supersede LAMC requirements. Where this Specific Plan 
contains language or standards that require more parking or permit less parking than 
LAMC Section 12.21, this Specific Plan shall supersede the LAMC. 
2. Location: 
a. Parking which is assigned to a particular Project or lot may be located anywhere 
within the Plan area. 
3. Specific requirements: 
All Projects that elect to provide any parking shall provide: 
a. Vehicle charging stations for a minimum of 1% of vehicle parking spaces. 
b. One shared vehicle parking space for every 25 units and/or 25,000 square feet. 
c. Designated stalls for scooters, mopeds and motorcycles at a ratio of one space for 
every 25 units and/or 25,000 square feet. 
d. Clear directional signage indicating the location of vehicle charging stations, shared 
vehicle parking spaces, and scooter, moped, and motorcycle stalls shall be provided 
at all parking area entrances. 
4. Shared Parking Requirements: 
a. The owner or owners of said lot on which publicly accessible shared parking 
space(s) are to be provided shall record an agreement in the Office of the County 
Recorder of Los Angeles County, California, as a covenant running with the land for 
the benefit of the City of Los Angeles, providing that such owner or owners shall 
continue to provide said parking spaces for the use of a publicly accessible shared 
vehicle so long as the building or use the vehicle(s) are intended to serve is 
maintained.  
b. Any parking space may be used for shared parking purposes. The purchaser or lessor 
of a parking space may rent the space to a secondary shared user for hours and/or 
days when the primary user of the space is not occupying the space. 
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5. Unbundled Parking:  
a. Projects shall unbundle the cost of parking from the cost of living and employment 
areas, either by charging a rent or lease fee, or selling the parking space separately.  
b. The owner or owners of said lot on which the parking is to be provided shall record 
an agreement in the Office of the County Recorder of Los Angeles County, 
California, as a covenant running with the land for the benefit of the City of Los 
Angeles, providing that such owner or owners shall continue to provide said parking 
spaces separate from the cost of the sale or lease of the living and/or employment 
areas so long as the building or use they are intended to serve is maintained. 
  Source: CASP 2013, p. 61-65 
 
The addition of car-sharing and non-traditional vehicle spaces will provide additional 
mobility options for households who do not own a car for every licensed household 
member and will expand the opportunity for employees to arrive at work without a car 
knowing that a shared vehicle would be available for meetings, errands or unexpected 
off-site visits.  
 
The proposed plan further requires developers to “unbundle” the parking from the rental 
or sale price of the unit or square footage. By unbundling the price of a vehicle parking 
space from the rent or sale price of a residential unit renters or home buyers who do not 
have a vehicle or who have less than two cars will be able to obtain a unit less 
expensively than in other places in the City where two parking spaces are typically 
included in the rent or sale price.  
 
Applicants who feel that the maximum parking requirement is too restrictive may include 
additional parking above the maximum, but the additional parking must be made 
available to the general public at times and prices established by the owner. There is no 
limit on the amount of publicly available parking that a project may include.  
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Regardless of whether a project includes parking, bicycle parking must be included at a 
ratio of one bicycle parking space or locker for every two residential units and one 
bicycle space or locker for every 2,000 square feet of non-residential spaces. Parks shall 
be required to provide two bicycle parking spaces for every 15,000 square feet of park 
area (CASP, 2009, p. 61). 
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CHAPTER III – BEST PRACTICE CASE STUDIES 
3.1 Introduction 
 
Chapter three is a review of the parking management policies of the Cities of Pasadena 
and Santa Monica. These Southern Californian municipalities were chosen because they 
are frequently highlighted in empirical literature for implementing innovative strategies. 
The following section illustrates the key solutions these municipalities have employed to 
accomplish their respective goals.   
 
3.2. City of Santa Monica 
 
Recognized as one of the top ten sustainable cities in the U.S., the City of Santa Monica 
is committed to a holistic transportation strategy to reduce automobile trips particularly 
during peak travel times. The City’s website notes: “as a community, we can live well 
today without compromising the ability of future generations to do the same” (City of 
Santa Monica Website, Retrieved May 11, 2013). Even though Santa Monica’s per capita 
emission rates are already about half that of more auto-dependent places in Southern 
California, the City's Land Use Circulation Element (LUCE) creates a framework to 
achieve further reductions in GHG emissions through a variety of measures. 
Transportation Demand Strategies are particularly appropriate for Santa Monica because 
they are one of the most cost-effective ways to allow new development in moderately 
dense areas without increasing traffic and parking demand (Dyett & Bhatia, 2013). In 
addition to the LUCE, The Santa Monica Municipal Code (SMMC) contains over a 
dozen strategies that regulate the provision of parking. All of these strategies are designed 
to work synergistically to enhance the overall vitality of the city. The SMMC includes 
policies that manage the following:  
• Reduced parking requirements,  
22
• Shared parking,  
• Bicycle and van/carpool parking requirements,  
• Compact spaces,  
• Minimum parking requirements,  
• Shared parking,  
• Off-site parking,  
• Change of use,  
• Exemptions for minor additions,  
• Compact spaces,  
• Tandem and stacked spaces,  
• Bicycle parking,  
• Vanpool parking  
• Carpool parking, and loading provisions.  
 
Each item contributes to enhancing the state of parking in the City. By far, the strategy that is on 
the leading edge is the innovative parking cash-out program. The city's cash out program is most 
frequently highlighted in scholarly literature as the superlative example of a municipal 
parking cash-out program. It has been called out in the following scholarly articles: 
• Developing Parking Policies to Support Smart Growth in Local Jurisdictions: Best 
Practices , Metropolitan Transportation Commission, June 2007 
• Evaluating the Effects of Parking Cash Out: Eight Case Studies, Donald C. Shoup, 
September 1997 
• Parking Spaces / Community Places: Finding the Balance through Smart Growth 
Solutions, January 2006  
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• Reforming Parking Policies To Support Smart Growth Toolbox/Handbook: Parking Best 
Practices & Strategies For Supporting Transit Oriented Development In The San 
Francisco Bay Area, Metropolitan Transportation Commission, June 2007 
  
In 1992, the State of California instituted the California Health and Safety Code Section 
43834 which is a mandatory parking cash-out program. The law defines a parking cash-
out program as an employer-funded program under which employer sites with 50 or more 
employees in non-attainment air quality areas offer to provide a cash allowance to an 
employee equivalent to the cost of a parking space. In addition to cash reimbursements, 
cash-out programs also allow employees to choose a transportation benefit rather than 
simply accepting the traditional free parking space. Employers who do not comply with 
the requirements of the Transportation Management Ordinance are subject to a fine of 
$5.00 per employee per day and possible revocation of a City of Santa Monica business 
license. (City of Santa Monica, retrieved May 8, '13)  
 
The effects of the cash-out program on transportation in Santa Monica have been 
significant. A study conducted by Donald Shoup of UCLA found that for two Santa 
Monica employers, the share of solo commuters decreased by between 7 and 8 percent 
once the cash-out program was in place. This reduction in solo commuters is responsible 
for a decrease in annual commuting of 858 vehicle miles (Shoup, 1997).  
 
Now that the parking cash-out policy has been in place for over a decade the City's latest 
zoning update highlights the need to increase the effectiveness of the cash-out program. 
In January 2013 the city drafted an update to the parking mandates of the SMMC. The 
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update proposes that, "The cash-out requirement should include features such as a 
minimum price to avoid unrealistically low subsidies, an availability requirement, and a 
restriction that parking must be paid or cashed out on an hourly or daily basis which 
would encourage travelers to use alternative transportation when feasible; conversely a 
monthly or annual basis can inadvertently increase auto use among travelers who 
normally otherwise would use non-auto transportation by preventing them from using 
their vehicles when necessary e.g. for family emergencies (Parking Zoning Ordinance 
Update, 2013, P. 29). 
 
3.3 The City of Pasadena 
 
The City of Pasadena has elected to be an environmental advocate and a leader in 
environmental compliance and protection (Pasadena City website, retrieved May 8, 
2013).  The City's most comprehensive sustainability artillery is the Green City Action 
Plan (2006) following the United Nations Urban Environmental Accords of 2005.  
Through the Green City Action Plan, Pasadena has implemented many of the smart 
growth and new urbanism concepts that other cities have only contemplated. One such 
avenue the City has pioneered is their exemplary combination of the Parking 
Management Program, Parking Benefits District, Parking Management Zone, and Transit 
Oriented Development Parking Requirement Reduction. Pasadena’s parking management 
consists of the many interrelated initiatives outlined below in Table 3-1. 
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Table 3-1 City of Pasadena Parking Management Strategies 
Parking pricing and time restrictions to meet the needs of both commercial and residential areas 
throughout the City 
Collaboration with the business community to improve commercial and retail parking services 
including shared parking and pooled parking to more effectively use existing parking supply and public 
parking pricing to support retail activities.  
A “Park Once and Walk” outreach campaign to reduce the number of vehicles in activity areas 
Provision of transit park/ride parking facilities by the regional transit agency to increase ridership and 
address concerns about overflow parking in residential areas near transit stations 
Installation of bike parking in City-owned facilities and at locations of major activity throughout the 
City 
Management of on-street parking and curb loading provisions to accommodate delivery needs, short 
term parking, disabled parking and valet parking 
Establishment of preferential parking district programs and an overnight parking program to address 
residential needs for controlled parking 
Assessment of opportunities to improve the aesthetics of streetscape in active places through 
installation of well-designed and customer-friendly multispace meters 
Partnership programs with the business community to address parking needs in retail and commercial 
districts 
Design review of parking facilities to insure that they are consistent with the design guidelines for the 
surrounding areas, are safe for pedestrians, and are visually appealing 
Consideration of parking needs in support of special events including potential impacts of spillover 
parking on adjacent neighborhoods 
Up-to-date web site information and printed material to inform the public about parking regulations, 
facilities and provisions 
Coordination of parking management programs with other transportation strategies to develop a more 
effective comprehensive mobility program 
Ongoing review of operating procedures to improve customer service and efficiencies 
Shared parking. A site may exceed the maximum allowable number of parking spaces if the parking is 
approved to serve as shared parking in compliance with Section 17.46.050. 
Joint parking. A site may exceed the maximum allowed number of parking spaces if the parking is 
approved to serve as joint parking. Joint parking is a type of parking that is designed to serve uses on at 
least two different sites. The joint parking provided shall not exceed the maximum required parking for 
the combined total parking requirements of the different individual sites. 
Residential development projects. The following requirements apply to multi-family residential and 
mixed-use development projects proposing at least 48 dwelling units per acre. 
 
Residential parking shall be a minimum of: 
a. 1 space for each unit for units with 650 square feet or less to a maximum of 1.25 spaces per unit; and 
b. 1.5 spaces for each unit for units with over 650 square feet to a maximum of 1.75 spaces per unit. 
The parking requirements may be further reduced through a parking demand study and approval of a 
Minor Conditional Use Permit in compliance with Section 17.61.050. 
Source: Sedadi, 2006; and Litman, T, 2008  
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3.3.1 Parking Meter Zone (PMZ) & Business Improvement District (BID)  
 
In the 1980s and 1990s, the city devised two creative parking policies that have 
contributed greatly to the revival of Old Pasadena. First, according to authors Kolozsvari 
and Shoup (2003) a Parking Meter Zone (PMZ) was established within which parking 
was priced and revenues were invested. This approach of connecting parking revenues 
directly to add public services and keeping it under local control helped guarantee the 
program’s success. Dedicating the parking meter revenue to Old Pasadena created a 
“virtuous cycle” of continuing improvements.  The meter revenue pays for public 
improvements, the public improvements attract more visitors who pay for curb parking, 
and more meter revenue is then available to pay for more public improvements. A key 
element of the plan was the creation of the Old Pasadena Business Improvement District 
(BID). Developed in partnership with the City of Pasadena as part of the benefit district, 
an advisory board was established consisting of the business and property owners who set 
spending priorities based upon the zone’s parking meter revenues. The BID has relied 
upon this funding source for its own street sweeping, trash collection, graffiti removal, 
sidewalk cleaning program, street furniture, trees, tree grate, historic lighting fixtures, 
more police patrols, and marketing (including production of maps showing local 
attractions and parking facilities).  The sales tax revenue in Old Pasadena increased 
rapidly after parking meters were installed in 1993 and is now higher than in the other 
retail district in the city. Old Pasadena has since converted from a skid row to one of the 
most popular shopping and entertainment destinations in Los Angeles (Kolozsvari and 
Shoup, 2003). This resulted in extensive redevelopment of buildings, new businesses and 
residential development (Litman, 2008). 
3.3.2 The Parking Credit Program  
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The City of Pasadena also attributes much of its success in revitalizing the Old Town area 
to the decision to build public parking garages and allow property owners to get 
entitlements to convert underperforming space into shops and restaurants by leasing 
"parking credits" instead of building onsite parking.  
 
The Parking Credit program makes it possible for owners to rehabilitate an existing 
building or change its use without providing any new on-site parking spaces (Shoup, 
2008). In 2001, it was set at $115 per space, which is substantially lower than the cost to 
construct a parking stall. These lower charges allow a business to locate in a building 
which may not have sufficient parking to meet the higher parking requirements of that 
use. Pasadena has used these "in-lieu-fee" funds to pay for various transportation 
improvements in Old Town Pasadena (Shoup, 2005; Metropolitan Transportation 
Commission June 2007) 
  
3.3.3  City of Pasadena TOD Parking Requirement Reduction  
 
For development projects located within 1,320 feet (1/4 mile) of a light-rail station 
platform, within the Central District, the City has established reduced parking 
requirements. These reduced standards apply to all new development in the Central 
District Transit-Oriented Area. 
 
For administrative, business, and professional offices the minimum amount of required 
off-street parking shall be reduced by 25 percent, and this reduction shall be the 
maximum allowed number of parking spaces. For all other nonresidential uses the 
minimum amount of required off-street parking shall be reduced by 10 percent, and this 
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reduction shall be the maximum allowed number of parking spaces. The parking 
requirements may be further reduced through a parking demand study and approval of a 
Minor Conditional Use Permit.  
 
3. 4 The City of Los Angeles 
 
Los Angeles is no stranger to the benefits that can be gained from dynamic parking 
requirements.  The previous chapter reported on the standard parking requirements 
mandated in the Zoning code. But beyond these requirements the general plan allows for 
the revision of parking requirements in appropriate locations to reduce costs and permit 
pedestrian oriented building design. For example parking reductions are allowed for 
applicants that propose shared parking, offsite parking, van pools, carpools, bicycle racks, 
or motorcycle parking. 
 
The reduction of parking requirements, as part of the adaptive reuse ordinance in 
Downtown Los Angeles, was considered an essential part of redevelopment efforts 
resulting in the conversion of obsolete buildings that do not meet current minimum 
parking requirements into residential uses without adding any additional parking. Since 
1999, this has resulted in the completion of over 6,000 housing units, with an additional 
4,000 units in the planning process (Metropolitan Transportation Commission, 2007). 
 
3.5 Comparison of Parking Policies
 
Table 3.2 compares parking policies 
aforementioned cities, Santa Monica and Pasadena, 
CASP. 
Table 3-2:  Parking Policy Comparison Chart
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of four jurisdictions. They include two 
the City of Los Angeles and the 
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When the parking policies of Santa Monica, Pasadena and Los Angeles are compared 
amongst one another, similar strategies are found. The CASP includes many of the tried 
and true parking management strategies that have made the City of Pasadena and the City 
of Santa Monica successful. It is important to point out though, that most noteworthy and 
innovative policies are still unique to the respective cities. For example, the city of Santa 
Monica is the only jurisdiction to implement a parking Cash Out program and the City of 
Pasadena is ahead of the pack with its’ Preferential Parking District programs and 
Business Improvement Districts. Following in that same vein the CASP is poised to 
further push the leading-edge in the management of parking supply and demand by 
demonstrating the effects of unbundling parking from housing costs and the effects of no 
minimum or maximum parking requirements.  In the future the CASP may benefit from 
mandating a parking cash-out program in tandem with its policy to unbundle parking. 
The plan may also benefit from parking and business improvement district designations.  
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CHAPTER IV – SCHOLARLY FINDINGS 
 
The purpose of this chapter is to present an overview of the history and theory behind 
municipal parking policies. The chapter also demonstrates the wide variety of solutions 
that have been studied in the field of parking management. The key findings of peer-
reviewed journals, published reports, and scholarly books are summarized. Finally this 
section addresses whether the CASP has captured those policies deemed successful. 
Furthermore this review will lead to the final recommendations their relationship or 
applicability to the CASP area is discussed. 
  
4.1 Transportation and Land Use: A Perspective 
 
 The voices of researchers, J.S. Adams (1970) and P.O. Muller (1995), have shaped the 
way the history of transportation and land use are viewed. Both authors have articulated 
the concept that the reorganization of urban form has always followed innovations in 
transportation technology. In an influential text, Adams (1970) posits that "the evolution 
of prominent transportation modes has shaped the pattern of urban form into four eras: 
the Walking/Horsecar era, the Electric Streetcar era, Recreational Automobile era, and 
the Freeway era. In recent decades urban planners have become critical of the outcome of 
the latter of these transformations. Some of the most notable impacts these transportation 
modes have had on urban form are outlined in Table 4.1 below. 
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Table 4-1: Eras of Transportation and Evolving Urban Forms 
 
I. Walking / Horsecar Era (1800 – 1890) 
• People and activities clustered within close proximity to each other 
• Less than 30-minute walk from city center; later extended to 45 min. 
II. Electric Streetcar Era (1890 – 1920) 
Swift transformation of city and suburban periphery to the modern metropolis: 
• Tripling of average speeds (i.e. > 15 mph) brought a large band of open land beyond 
the city’s perimeter to commuting range 
• Facilitated dramatically swift residential development 
• A continuous corridor of cobbled-stone roads carrying trolley tracks 
• Stores and other commercial facilities fronting roads 
• Residential streets laid in grid pattern on both sides of tracks leading to streetcar 
suburbs 
• Transformation of the urban area to a full-fledged metropolis to encompass an urban 
complex more than 20 miles in diameter;  
Underground and elevated rapid transit 
III. Recreational Automobile Era (1920 – 1945)  
• Initially wealthy toy 
• Early flurry of adoptions by rural dwellers in need of better access to local service 
centers 
• Became means for weekend outings by city dwellers 
• Facilitated development of large parcels of cheap land away from trolley lines 
resulting in far more dispersed, increasingly fragmented residential mosaic 
• Enabled developers to withdraw subsidies for streetcar lines thereby initiating the 
crisis era for urban transit  
• Spurred transformation of retail clusters to commercial strips and then large 
complete shopping malls 
IV. Freeway Era (1945 – present) 
• Contrast – unlike last two eras, was not sparked by a revolution in urban 
transportation, rather represented coming of age of the automobile 
culture 
• Expressway dominated infrastructure produced a network based development pattern 
following freeway corridors 
• Locations easily reached by motor vehicle became desired for all types of new 
development. Notable are circumferential highways 
o The high speed expressway expanded the radius of commuting and relaxed 
constraints on residential location 
• Edge Cities -- Downtown-like concentrations of retailing, business and light industry 
became common near major highway interchanges of the outer city. 
 (Source: Adapted from Adams, 1970) 
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Scholars Donald Shoup and Todd Litman have been the most influential advocates for 
parking reform. In over a dozen studies they have shown that an auto-centric approach to 
land use and urban form results in a built environment that is often times contrary to the 
high quality of life we strive for.  In this era of automobile dominance, such societal 
problems as traffic congestion, air pollution, inflated development costs, and hostile 
pedestrian landscapes have become commonplace. Further issues that are directly 
associated with parking includes: water quality, neighborhood livability, and ambient 
temperature (ITE Parking Generation, 2004, p.5). Additionally, an overabundance of 
parking supports increased vehicle miles traveled which is a major source of greenhouse 
gases.  
  
Solving the problems created by the current status of parking presents a challenge. In Los 
Angeles, long identified as the world capital of car-culture, citizens and developers are 
accustomed to having parking that is exceedingly convenient, overabundant, on-site, and 
bundled into the overall cost of development.  Although these characteristics are 
preferred by the end user they are inefficient in terms of strategic land use. The imbalance 
between parking supply and demand in the City of Los Angeles has resulted in a large 
amount of paved land dedicated parking lots instead of more valuable, vibrant and 
ecologically advantageous land uses. One way to reduce the incidence and impacts of 
these problems is to reduce automobile use.  
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4.2 The High Cost of Free Parking  
 
Professor Donald Shoup is one of the nation’s leading voices of critiques and solutions 
regarding the state of parking. In an influential publication entitled, "The High Cost of 
Free Parking", he contends that parking is the unstudied link between transportation and 
land use (1997, p.3). According to Shoup (2005), most local governments, through their 
zoning ordinances, have a parking supply policy that requires land uses to provide 
minimum parking requirements based on the peak demand each use generates, without 
considering the cost to developers and end users. He posits that this has encouraged 
automobile dependency and urban sprawl.  As the old adage says, "there is no such thing 
as a free lunch”. The same can be said for parking. The cost of "free parking" is actually 
bundled into a buildings' overall development, purchase and lease cost. A minimum 
parking requirement can increase development costs by more than 10 times (Shoup, 
2005).  
  
Research has shown a causal relationship between planning policies and the oversupply 
of parking.  For instance, traditionally planning departments have set parking 
requirements in excess of the typical demand.  This was influenced by the assumption 
that parking requirements should be set to accommodate the maximum annual peak 
parking demand as opposed to the average daily parking demand a given use actually 
generates.  Now that these policies are widespread we are able to clearly see the adverse 
effects. Shoup argues that the fundamental problem is free parking (Shoup, 1997, p.4). 
That eliminating minimum parking requirements would reduce the cost of urban 
development, improve urban design, reduce automobile dependency and restrain urban 
sprawl. 
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Many local governments have created alternatives to minimum parking requirements. 
These alternatives are aimed at avoiding oversupply of parking, minimizing parking 
demand, or using the power of the marketplace to regulate parking.  In areas of existing 
development, avoiding oversupply encourages better use of existing parking facilities and 
evaluation of parking needs.  Other policies give people an alternative to driving thereby 
reducing the demand for parking (Parking spaces/ Community Places: Finding the 
Balance through Smart Growth Solutions, 2001 p.13) 
  
4.3 Comparison of Parking Management Strategies  
 
There is a wide variety of parking management solutions, which have been evaluated by 
scholars. While Shoup calls out free parking as the fundamental problem, other thinkers 
have weighed in on the subject and provided their take on the issue. Eight sources of 
scholarly literature were selected for comparison because they speak to a wide range of 
innovative perspectives for establishing a new paradigm in parking policy within a local 
jurisdiction. Certain strategies reappear as common threads throughout the body of 
parking theory. The key findings of relevant peer-reviewed journals, published reports, 
and scholarly books are summarized in Table 4.2. 
 
 
 
 
Table 4-2: Parking Management Strategies in Selected Literature 
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As Table 4.2 shows, the most common management strategy the sources referenced was 
reduced parking requirements. Only one of all eight publications did not highlight 
reduced parking requirements as a solution. The second most commonly touted policy 
was shared parking which showed up in five publications. The next seven strategies were 
equally mentioned in four of the eight documents. 1) parking maximums, 2) in-lieu fees, 
3) on-street parking pricing, 4) unbundled parking, 5) parking cash-out, 6) assessment 
37
districts, and 7) revenue districts. Of all the practices mentioned in these documents, the 
CASP includes these ten measures: 
1) Car Sharing,  
2) Transit Friendly Parking Design, 
3) Transit Supportive Zoning,  
4) Transit Incentive Programs,  
5) Walk Ability And Wayfinding,  
6) Unbundled Parking  
7) Pedestrian And Bicycle Amenities,  
8) Reduced Parking Requirements  
9) TOD Friendly Parking Requirements  
10) Shared Parking 
 
One document looked at the most common municipal strategies and went a step further to 
evaluate their effectiveness. The MTC document, "Reforming Parking Policies to 
Support Smart Growth" (2007), ranks six strategies in terms of their potential 
effectiveness. According to the MTC, reduction in parking demand can range between 
three and thirty percent even among the top six strategies: 1) parking pricing, 2) shared 
parking, 3) reduced parking requirements, 4) unbundling, cash-out programs, 5) transit 
passes, followed by 6) car-sharing. The documents' findings are consistent with professor 
Shoup's position that parking pricing is the most effective means of managing demand.  
Table 4-3 shows the percent reduction in demand and potential effectiveness of the top 
six strategies. 
 
 
 
Table 4-3: Effectiveness of Parking Policies and Programs
  (Source: MTC, 2007, p.17)
  
Cashing Out Employer Paid Parking
The report by Donald Shoup entitled "Evaluating the Effects of Cashing Out Employer 
Paid Parking: Eight Case 
cash out programs. He reports that "Employers in the United States provide 85 million 
free parking spaces for commuters
automobile, 95 percent of automobile commuters park f
automobiles driven to work have only one occupant
legislation — Assembly Bill 2109 
commuter parking also to offer a "pa
"Parking cash-out program" means an employer
38
 
 
 
Studies" (1997), summarizes the results of employer parking 
. Ninety-one percent of commuters travel to work by 
ree at work, and 92 percent of the 
”.  In 1992, California enacted 
– which requires many employers who subsidize 
rking cash-out program." As defined in the law, 
-funded program under which an 
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employer offers to provide a cash allowance to an employee equivalent to the parking 
subsidy that the employer would otherwise pay to provide the employee with a parking 
space. The cash-out law applies to employers who:  
• Employ at least 50 persons;  
• Subsidize commuter parking in parking spaces they do not own;  
• Can reduce the number of parking spaces they lease without penalty  
• Are located in a non-attainment air basin  
The author concludes as follows:  
“The results of this study show that the number of solo drivers to work 
fell by 17 percent after cashing out. The number of carpoolers 
increased by 64 percent, the number of transit riders increased by 50 
percent, and the number who walk or bike to work increased by 39 
percent. Vehicle-miles traveled for commuting to the eight firms fell by 
12 percent. Employers praised the cash option for its simplicity and 
fairness, and said that it helped to recruit and retain employees. In 
summary, these eight case studies show that cashing out employer-paid 
parking can benefit commuters, employers, taxpayers, and the 
environment” (Shoup, 1997). 
 
Minimum Parking Requirements 
In another study by Shoup (1999) on minimum parking requirements, he asserts: “urban 
planners typically set the minimum parking requirements for every land use to satisfy the 
peak demand for free parking. As a result, parking is free for 99 percent of automobile 
trips in the United States. Minimum parking requirements increase the supply and reduce 
the price–but not the cost–of parking. They bundle the cost of parking spaces into the cost 
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of development, and thereby increase the prices of all the goods and services sold at the 
sites that offer free parking. Cars have many external costs, but the external cost of 
parking in cities may be greater than all the other external costs combined. To prevent 
spillover, cities could price on-street parking rather than require off-street parking. 
Compared with minimum parking requirements, market prices can allocate parking 
spaces fairly and efficiently. The market price for curb parking is the price that matches 
demand with supply and keeps a few spaces vacant. Traffic engineers usually recommend 
a vacancy rate for curb parking of at least 15 percent to ensure easy parking access and 
egress. If cities priced curb parking to balance supply and demand with a few vacant 
spaces on every block, motorists could always find a convenient parking space close to 
their final destination”. 
  
4.4 Guides on Parking Rates  
 
The Institute of Transportation Engineers’ Parking Generation (2004) is a guidebook 
intended to provide planners with national average parking demand statistics. It is not a 
final determinant for setting parking requirements, but rather a starting point for 
comparison and analysis (Parking Generation, 2004, p.5). The value of the ITE rates is in 
determining how an area’s unique demand rates stand in relation to national trends. One 
important fact that Shoup (2005) points out is the narrow sampling universe and frame 
the ITE rates are based on, “Half the reported parking generation rates are based on four 
or fewer case studies, and 22 are based on a single case study”  Therefore it is imperative 
that site specific analysis be conducted.  The text reports the parking generation rate for 
64 different land uses, from airports to warehouses. The demand rate for each land use is 
defined as the average peak parking demand observed in case studies. The data collected 
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in this study can be contrasted with the ITE rates to determine whether the CASP area's 
current parking demand is greater than or less than the national average.   Another tool 
that can be used for comparison analysis is the Planning Advisory Service (1964, 1971, 
and 1991) which has published three national surveys of parking requirements in zoning 
ordinances.  These surveys tell planners only what other cities have required, not what 
they ought to require. Some cities allow developers to pay fee in lieu of providing the 
parking space is required by zoning ordinances and use this revenue to finance public 
parking spaces to replace the private parking spaces the developers would have provided. 
In Lieu fees give developers an alternative to meeting the parking requirements on sites 
were providing all the required spaces would be difficult or extremely expensive (Shoup, 
1999, p. 308).  
 
4.5 Parking and Smart Growth 
 
In 2007 Iteris, Inc. and Meyer, Mohaddes Associates prepared The "Parking and Smart 
Growth Study".  The Study reviewed and evaluated 105 City-owned parking facilities to 
determine their potential to support Smart Growth development.  Smart growth policies 
can be generally defined as policies that: 
• Reduce dependency on the automobile 
• Increase jobs/housing linkages 
• Enhance the livability of communities 
• Improve the City's economic vitality, and 
• Maximize the use of existing infrastructure. 
The study provides maps showing, for each site, development density, transit proximity, 
land use zoning conditions and other relevant data. It used evaluation criteria to organize 
the City-owned parking facilities into categories of High, Moderate and Low potential for 
42
smart growth development. The evaluation criteria used to identify the potential for smart 
growth development of City-owned parking facilities include accessibility, site factors, 
housing factors, area employment factors and others such as socioeconomic/demographic 
factors. 
  
One of the goals for modifying use of the sites would be their potential to be effective in 
reducing automobile trips through the facilitation of transit and bike/walk travel. The 
study zone indicators recognize the proximity to transit by type of transit, site, economic, 
and demographic factors, as assets that have potential long term value to the City and 
their respective communities; this approach therefore enables a review of these sites from 
an asset management perspective. The analysis is intended to assist the City in assessing 
the benefits and trade-offs inherent in retaining or modifying the use of each parking 
facility and in deciding how best to manage the asset. This assessment is facilitated 
through information identifying the market and development potential, potential 
contribution to various City policies (e.g., planning, economic development, housing, 
etc.), the continued value of the parking facility in each location, how much a catalyst for 
Smart Growth development the site may offer especially related to the proximity of 
transit for each site. The potential for development is influenced by the size of the parcel, 
market conditions, floor-area-ratios FAR of adjacent parcels, zoning requirements and 
restrictive LADOT covenants associated with original funding sources. The eventual 
Smart Growth opportunity may also be influenced by the role that each site can play as a 
shared parking resource. 
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4.6 Transit Passes In Lieu of Required Parking Spaces 
 
In his 2004 article "Supply and Demand", Cassman demonstrated the effectiveness of 
offering transit passes to commuters in lieu of required parking spaces in significantly 
reducing parking demand.  All else equal, most employees would prefer to work for a 
firm that offers free parking and free public transit than for a firm that offers only free 
parking, and the free transit passes are therefore a tax-exempt fringe benefit that helps 
attract and retain workers (Cassman, 2004, p.4). Drive-alone share fell considerably from 
76 percent before they offered transit passes to 60 percent. 
 
Cassman asserts that Eco Passes can yield benefits for developers, property owners, 
employers, commuters, transit agencies, and cities.  A brief description of the benefits to 
each party shows that everyone can win from the in-lieu Eco Pass arrangement. 
  
Eco Passes can also help a developer to meet traffic mitigation requirements, reduce a 
project's environmental impacts, and perhaps lead to a speedier approval process 
(Cassman, 2004, p.5).  Eco Passes clearly benefit commuters who ride transit to work, 
and commuters who usually drive to work can consider the passes a form of insurance for 
days when their cars aren't available. Seattle, for example, reduces the parking 
requirement for a development by up to 10 percent if transit passes are provided to all 
employees and if transit service is within 800 feet of the development. 
  
There is considerable evidence that providing Eco Passes instead of parking spaces will 
increase transit ridership, reduce the cost of transit-oriented development, improve urban 
design, reduce the need for variances, and reduce traffic congestion, air pollution, and 
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energy consumption.  These benefits will come at low cost if the transit system has 
excess capacity, as most do.  Furthermore, cities that offer the in-lieu option will 
encourage job growth because development costs will be lower than in neighboring cities 
that require parking spaces with no in-lieu alternative.  Reducing the demand for parking 
will also shift land from parking spaces to other uses that employ more workers and 
generate more tax revenue. 
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CHAPTER V – FIELD STUDY METHODOLOGY 
 
5.1 Methodology  
 
This chapter provides an overview of the strategies and procedures used to gather and 
analyze the parking supply and demand data in the CASP area.  The first step was to 
conduct a parking utilization study to determine how the existing parking supply is being 
used (MTC, 2007). The Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) recommends 
the following: 
 
"All the on-street spaces on each block face should be counted by type. Time limits, 
parking fees, loading zones, and other types of on-street parking should be noted. All the 
off-street spaces in each block should be counted, noting any time restrictions, fees, or 
other provisions that affect the use of the parking. Parking facilities that are strictly 
dedicated to a specific use, such as parking for a bank or an apartment complex, should 
be noted as such; consideration should be given as to whether this parking could be 
shared under the right conditions” (MTC, 2007, p. 46). 
 
The text also suggests that "Once the parking space inventory is prepared, a field 
occupancy survey can be conducted. The purpose of the occupancy survey is to 
determine on a block-by block basis the number of cars parked at a given time of day. 
This is done by systematically counting the number of cars parked along each block-face 
and in each off-street parking facility. Typically the counts would be performed once 
each hour throughout the day, taking care to assure that the survey covers the period(s) of 
peak parking activity during the day” (MTC, 2007). 
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The data collection methods of this study adhere to the course of action laid out by the 
MTC. The methodological approach also employs the scientific method. In a "Guide to 
Doing Research" author Zina O’Leary (2004) describes the scientific method as, 
“developing a theory that is consistent with observations; using the theory to make a 
hypothesis and testing those predictions” (O’Leary, 2004, p.10).  Table 5-1 shows how 
the collection of primary data in this study applies the scientific method. 
Table 5-1: Scientific Basis of the Study Action 
STEPS ACTION 
1.  Observation Conduct a physical field survey the parking supply & demand in 
the CASP area. 
2.  Hypothesis The uses in the CASP do not generate parking demand consistent 
with the parking requirements prescribed in the LA Municipal 
zoning code, therefore there is an oversupply of parking in relation 
to demand. 
3.  Predictions The data gathered will show a majority of the land uses in the 
CASP area generate parking demand that is less than the current 
supply and requirements of the LAMC. 
4. Test  Through a quantitative survey of a representative sample, 
numerically prove the discrepancy between the distribution of 
supply and demand. 
(Adapted from O’Leary, 2004, Guide to Doing Research)  
 
 
5.1.1 Overview of Methods  
 
The aforementioned methodology describes the approach to generating original (primary) 
data; however, for this study it was also necessary to draw on secondary data. Primary 
data (quantitative) was collected by the author during site visits. The purpose is to 
verify the hypothesis. Elements include: 1) Cross-sectional, quantitative field surveys of a 
representative sample of parking lots. 2) making inferences from findings to develop 
recommendations. Secondary Data (Qualitative) is descriptive information about the 
study area. Items include: existing policy document analysis, geographic information 
systems (GIS) queries and, United States Census Bureau Data collection.  
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5.1.2 Secondary Data and Literature 
 
As mentioned in the previous chapters the qualitative research consisted of secondary 
data such as the Los Angeles General Plan and the Los Angeles Municipal Code, the best 
practices of Pasadena, Santa Monica and an exposé of scholarly parking theory. The 
review of best practices in other cities added a practical perspective to the theoretical 
suppositions of the scholarly articles. It was necessary to review these documents because 
they provide credibility and guidance for the methodological approach and 
recommendations.     
 
5.2 Primary Data Collection  
 
The primary data collection methods comprised an aerial survey (dataset one) and a field 
survey (dataset two). The dataset one aerial survey was conducted using web-based 
mapping programs.  The goal was to gather initial estimates of the existing parking 
supply. Microsoft Excel spreadsheets which numerically charted the results were 
prepared.  Following the aerial survey a cross-sectional, quantitative field survey was 
conducted. The goal of dataset two was to determine the occupancy rates of weekday 
versus weekend and peak versus off-peak parking lot usage.  More detailed explanations 
of the primary data collection methods are described in the following subsections. 
5.2.1 Dataset 1 Methods 
 
Dataset one was collected between July 01, 2008 and September 5, 2008. The goal was to 
collect parking data and roughly analyze how variations in the CASP parking 
requirements would affect supply and demand.  The visible parking spaces of each block 
of the entire CASP area were counted using aerial photographs obtained from web-based 
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mapping programs such as, Zoning Information And Map Access System (ZIMAS), 
Windows Live Search Maps and, Google Maps. Most often cross-referencing these three 
programs would reveal the number of spaces on a street or lot.  However there were a few 
occasions in which some spaces were invisible on all of the photos.  For these cases or for 
large parking lots with over 100 spaces, the number of parking spaces was determined by 
applying a standard parking formula.  The following formula was used to approximate 
the number of spaces for such lots.  
 
Table 5-2: Calculating Typical Number of Spaces on a Lot 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 5-3: List of Dataset 1 items 
On-Street Parking Off-Street Parking 
Block Number 
Total Spaces / Block 
North side Spaces / Block 
East side Spaces/ Block 
South side Spaces / Block 
West side Spaces / Block 
Block Number 
Total Spaces / Block 
Lot Location 
Lot Square Footage 
Public or Private 
Shared Parking Potential 
 
x = y/400 
Where:  
x = parking spaces,  
y = parking lot square feet,  
400 = area consumed per parking space (per Los Angeles Department 
of Building and safety rule of thumb) 
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In addition to the number of on-street and off-street parking stalls ten other sets of 
information were recorded. Table 5-3 shows the complete list of data items recorded.  
The existing on-street parking supply was found to be approximately 2,800 spaces and 
the off-street supply was approximately 13,000 spaces. These supply counts were added 
to a Los Angeles Department of City Planning spreadsheet with information about the 
area's zoning, parcel area, floor area ratio, buildable floor area, block square footage, 
dwelling units, jobs, use code, building square footage, land value, building conditions, 
building height, census tract, and employee data.  The objective was to use the 
information in concert with one another to make projections of parking needs in the 
future. A sensitivity analysis modeled how variations in the off-street parking 
requirements would impact the area. Table 5-4 shows the parking requirements modeled 
in four scenarios created for the CASP. 
 
Table 5-4: CASP Parking Requirements and Projections by Scenarios 
 
Scenario 
Number 
   
Parking 
Demand 
 
Parking    
Deficit 
 
Residential 
 
Commercial 
 
1 
 
1   per residential unit 
 
1  per  1,000   sf 
 
17,325 
 
12,550 
2 2   per residential unit 3  per  1,000   sf 32,726 28,000 
3 .5  per residential unit 1  per  10,000 sf 6,300 6,300 
4 1   per residential unit 3  per  1,000   sf 68,154 63,300 
 
5.2.2 Dataset 1 Scenario Modeling 
 
The first scenario modeled the outcome if the CASP were to require 1 space per new 
residential unit and, 1 space per 1,000 square feet (sf) of new commercial space. This 
could potentially result in an off-street demand of 17,325 which is a deficit of 12,550 
from existing supply.  The second scenario demonstrated the outcome if the CASP 
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required 2 spaces per new residential unit and 3 spaces per 1,000 sf of new commercial 
space. This could potentially result in an off-street demand of 32,726 which is a deficit of 
around 28,000 from existing supply.  The third option was for .5 spaces per new 
residential unit and 1 space per 10,000 sf of new commercial. This could potentially 
result in an off-street demand of 17,325 which is a deficit of around 6,300 from existing 
supply.  The fourth option modeled the result of a 1 space per residential unit and 3 
spaces per 1,000 sf of new commercial space. This could potentially result in an off-street 
demand of 68,154 which is a deficit of 63,300 from existing supply.  This modeling  
revealed the vast parking deficits that certain ratios would create. 
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5.2.3 Dataset 1 Shortcomings 
 
Overall the methodology used to create the scenarios and parking ratios was logical, and 
proved to be valuable in generating initial estimates of the parking supply and future 
demand. O'Leary writes "In order for the findings to be considered reliable and 
reproducible, “the methods must be systematic and, well documented” (O'Leary, 2004, 
p.58). There were three reasons dataset one is likely to have limitations. First, the 
secondary data which has legal disclaimers waiving its reliability, displays low quality 
aerial images which distort certain details. For instance a large tree can render some 
parking spaces invisible. Consequently, it was difficult to fully discern atypical spaces 
with special restrictions such as colored curbs, fire hydrants, loading zones, curb cuts, no 
parking tow-away zones, transit stops, and bulb-outs. In such cases a formula was used to 
estimate the number of parking spaces a given lot had. Second, the information gathered 
from the aerial survey was recorded on a block scale, not by individual parcels.  
Therefore it was difficult to separate the data to examine the supply and demand by type 
of land use not block.  Third, the day and time the photos were taken was unknown, this 
is significant because in order for demand counts to be accurate the time-of-day must be 
known. Consequently, the time-of-day distribution and peak parking demand remained 
unknown. With all these limitations taken into account this research document's dataset 
two is an evolution of the original study with more refined data collection and analysis 
methods. An empirical study with a finer grain of data and recommendations would not 
only better inform the CASP, but would also be reproducible in other plans.  
 
 
5.3 Field Survey  
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A series of field surveys were conducted to obtain accurate counts of the area's parking 
supply and demand. The first set of primary data resulted in numerous shortcomings. 
Consequently, dataset two was gathered from empirical field observations and resulted in 
more accurate findings. 
 
5.3.1 Dataset 2 Methods 
 
Parking usage and demand by time of day is an important element because it determines 
how many spaces there are and how many are being used throughout the day.  This cross-
sectional survey provides a snapshot of the parking characteristics between March 22, 
2009 and March 29, 2009.  The field surveys were designed to assess parking occupancy 
rates, so they were conducted at distinct times chosen to represent parking conditions for 
different occasions.  
  
Ten surveys were conducted from April 25, 2008 to May 5, 2008. Two surveys were 
conducted for each of weekday work hours, weekday nights, weekend daytime, and 
weekend night time. One survey was conducted for each of the weekday lunch time and 
Sunday church hours (see Appendix C for details of the study). The visual parking 
occupancy assessment consisted of a walkthrough of each of the 47 parking lots and a 
count of the vehicles parked. This survey included curb side parking along Grand 
Avenue. These numbers were then divided by the total number of spaces to produce the 
parking occupancy rate. The results of each survey were then compiled for the north (n) 
and south (s) sides of each district.  It is important to note that the study is focused on the 
off-street parking supply since the Los Angeles Department of City Planning (LADCP) 
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has more control over this aspect of parking while the Los Angeles Department of 
Transportation generally has control over the on-street parking supply.  
 
5.3.2 Dataset 2 Tools 
 
The original assessor’s parcel data and off-street parking per block was generated using 
ESRI GIS and aerial photographs.  A Microsoft Excel spreadsheet was populated with 
this data and served as a base which was modified into a parking demand survey form. 
The follow sections provide further details about the instruments and methods. 
 
5.3.3 Zone Three Study Site  
 
Of the 603 acres within the CASP area, zone three is approximately 139 acres in the 
northeast portion of the area. See figure 5.1 for the boundaries of the CASP area and the 
location of zone three.  Zone three includes Pasadena Avenue between the Broadway 
Bridge and I-5. As proposed, the fragmented area with poor connections to surrounding 
districts and communities will become an attractive series of streets, parks and 
waterfronts woven into the broader fabric of the Plan area and the City.  The central and 
northern portions of zone three will become a hub for more than 4 million square feet of 
light industrial and research and development space (CASP, 2009, p.106). 
 
5.3.4 Sampling Method (assumptions and reasoning) 
 
Zone three of the CASP area was chosen because it currently has the most diversity of 
uses which represent those found in the other zones.  Consequently, the findings of this 
study can be applied to the other three zones in the CASP area to the extent that the uses 
surveyed are present.  O’Leary points out that “most studies… involve populations for 
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which it is impossible to name and access all elements.  To apply the findings to a larger 
population involves a second level of consideration so that the findings are directly 
applicable to a larger population.  In order to generalize the findings we look for the 
samples to be representative” (2004, p.  102.103). The survey was designed as a stratified 
sample with the sampling frame being all Los Angeles County Tax Assessor’s Parcel 
numbers within zone three.   Although some parcels were not observable, the random 
sampling method ensures that the data is not skewed, therefore the findings are an 
accurate representative sample of the entire CASP area. The data was stratified by land 
use and a sample was taken from each stratum.  The unit of analysis is an individual 
parking space.  
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CHAPTER VI – ANALYSIS OF FIELD DATA 
 
6.1 Data Analysis  
 
This chapter explains and analyzes the quantitative results of the data gathered in the field 
survey. The focus is to understand the relationship between parking supply and demand 
for the various land uses in zone three. The data was analyzed using descriptive 
summaries to draw conclusions about the state of parking. This chapter’s assessment of 
the current parking supply and demand informs the next chapter’s discussion of strategies 
to manage future parking demand. 
 
6.1.1 Parking Supply 
 
In zone three the distribution of parking supply by land use is extremely polarized. Table 
6-1 displays the observed parking supply for each land use in zone three. Of the ten main 
land uses, 86% of spaces are dedicated to the following three uses: Young-Nak Church 
(44%), commercial freestanding discount (21%), and light manufacturing (21%). As the 
table shows, the remaining seven land uses only contribute 14% to the overall supply. 
That nearly half of the parking supply is dedicated to the Young-Nak Church is a 
significant finding.  
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Table 6-1: Zone Three Parking Supply by Land Use 
 
LAND USE 
Observed 
Supply 
% of Total 
Supply 
Multi Family 
Residential 27 2% 
Single Family 
Residential 19 1% 
Residential  TOTAL 46 3% 
Service Shop 57 3% 
Auto Service 18 1% 
Warehouse -10,000 3 0% 
Light Manufacturing 362 21% 
Public Facilities 103 6% 
Restaurant 12 1% 
Commercial 367 21% 
Church (6000 
members) 768 44% 
Other Uses TOTAL 1,690 97% 
All Uses TOTAL 1,736 100% 
Source: Field observations, March 2009 
 
As previously mentioned, the Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) is the regulatory 
document that controls the amount of parking each land use supplies. Although the 
LAMC parking regulations intend for parking supply to adequately meet demand, the 
policy is not fail-safe. Therefore it is important to determine whether the regulations 
produced an oversupply (surplus) or undersupply (deficit) to justify the recommendations 
of the CASP. Table 6.2 below has the LAMC parking supply ratios juxtaposed against 
the actual supply observed in the field. It shows that there is a substantial difference 
between the two. According to the current LAMC regulations, zone three should have 
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2,425 parking spaces. The actual parking supply observed in the field is 1,736 which is 
28% lower than the current zoning regulation requires. 
 
Table 6-2: Zone Three Parking Supply (LAMC vs. Observed) 
LAND USE  
Zoning 
Requirement 
Spaces 
Required by 
Zoning  
Observed 
Supply Ratio 
/ 1,000 sf  
Observed 
Supply 
Multi Family 
Residential 2 / du 20 2.7 27 
Single Family 
Residential 1.5 - 2 /du 18 1.9 19 
Residential  
TOTAL   38  46 
Service Shop 1 / 500 sf 92 1.2 57 
Auto Service  1 / 500 sf 14 0.8 18 
Warehouse -
10,000 
1 / 500 sf +  1 
/ 5000 sf 4 0.4 3 
Light 
Manufacturing 1 / 500 sf 384 1.4 362 
Public Facilities 1 / 500 sf 491 0.3 103 
Restaurant 1 / 100 sf 6 20.8 12 
Commercial  1 / 250 sf 196 0.9 367 
Church (6000 
members)  
1 / 35 or 1 / 5 
seats 1200 3.1 768 
Other Uses 
TOTAL   2,388   1,690 
All Uses TOTAL  2,425  1,736 
Source: Field observations, March 2009 
 
It is likely that the difference occurred because many of the area’s spaces were 
constructed prior to the current version of the LAMC, which was revised in 2007. The 
observed parking supply in zone three also pales in comparison to the ITE’s national 
parking ratios. Although the ITE’s ratios are merely meant as a starting point for analysis 
it is still important to note whether zone three is above or below the national averages it 
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reports. The data reveals that the observed supply in zone three is 33% lower than the 
ITE’s rates. According to their rates the parking supply for the 92 parcels in zone three 
should be 2,616 as opposed to the 1,736 observed in the field. 
  
Table 6-3: Zone Three Parking Supply (ITE vs. Observed) 
LAND USE  
ITE 
Average 
Supply 
Ratio 
ITE                                     
Supply Calc 
Observed 
Supply 
Ratio / 1,000 
sf  
Observed 
Supply 
Multi Family 
Residential 1.4 / du 14 2.7 27 
Single Family 
Residential 2/du 20 1.9 19 
Residential  TOTAL  - 34  46 
Service Shop n/a n/a 1.2 57 
Auto Service  n/a n/a 0.8 18 
Warehouse -10,000 .5/1000 1 4 3 
Light Manufacturing 1.3 / 1000 sf 250 1.4 362 
Public Facilities n/a n/a 0.3 103 
Restaurant 12.7 / 1000 7 20.8 12 
Commercial  5 / 1000 sf 490 0.9 367 
Church (6000 
members)  
10.6 / 1000 sf 
& .27  / seat 1834 3.1 768 
Other Uses TOTAL 
                            
-    2,582   1,690 
All Uses TOTAL  2,616  1,736 
Source: Field observations, March 2009 
 
That both the LAMC and ITE parking supply ratios are higher than the observed supply 
ratio is important. If the observed demand is found to be less than 85%, then it will be 
clear that the current supply is underutilized. Therefore, implementation of the LAMC or 
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ITE parking standards, which prescribe supply ratios higher than demand, would further 
contribute to oversupply.  
 
6.1.2 Parking Demand 
 
According to the ITE Parking Generation, 85 % or greater occupancy (demand) is 
desirable for a reasonably full and economically healthy area (ITE, 2004, appendix C). 
This rate of parking demand allows most spaces to be occupied while allowing one or 
two spaces per block to be available. Less than 85% indicates a surplus in parking and 
more than 85% can lead to spillover parking, cruising for parking, congestion, etc. 
(Temple, 2008).  
 
6.1.3 Maximum Demand Observed 
 
 As a whole, the total maximum parking demand in zone three peaks at 85% of the total 
supply.  Quite simply, this means that when the total max demand for each land use is 
combined and divided by the total supply it accounts for 85%. The major caveat is that 
this figure is not time sensitive; therefore it can be misleading. In order to have a clear 
understanding of parking demand, the time that it occurs must be taken into account. 
Each land use has unique demand peaks that vary throughout the day and week. Table 6-
4 shows the maximum demand observed for each land use in zone three. 
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Table 6-4: Maximum Demand Observed 
LAND USE 
Observed Max 
Demand % of  Supply 
Multi Family Residential 17 63% 
Single Family Residential 20 105% 
Residential  TOTAL 37 80% 
Service Shop 56 98% 
Auto Service 14 78% 
Warehouse -10,000 3 100% 
Light Manufacturing 246 68% 
Public Facilities 66 64% 
Restaurant 13 108% 
Commercial (freestanding discount) 264 72% 
Church (6000 members) 769 100% 
Other Uses TOTAL 1,431 85% 
All Uses TOTAL 1,468 85% 
Source: Field Observations, March 2009 
 
When the data is examined with greater attention to individual land uses other occupancy 
trends become apparent. Half of the major land uses in the area never reach optimal 
occupancy. These uses are: multi-family residential, auto service, light manufacturing, 
public facilities, and commercial. In contrast, at their peak the following uses do reach 
85% occupancy or higher: churches, single family residential, service shops, warehouses, 
and restaurants. The numerical and statistical breakdown of the max demand observed is 
in Table 6-4. An interesting point illustrated in Table 6.4 is that the maximum demand for 
the restaurant and single family residential uses exceeds 100%. This occurs because 
during max demand the number of vehicles surpasses the number of striped parking 
spaces in the lot. It must also be noted that although the max demand for the latter five 
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uses peaks at 85%, this rate is not necessarily consistent throughout the entire day or 
week.  
 
6.1.4 Young Nak Church Demand 
 
The parking demand for the Young Nak Church is the most significant in terms of the 
amount, and extreme contrast between maximum and minimum demand.  While the 
maximum demand for the parking provided by the Church does reach 100%, this occurs 
only on Sunday; the remainder of the week the demand is substantially lower. 
Additionally, Young Nak Church’s sizeable Sunday demand also skews the demand 
figures of other uses. This occurs because the parking lots of businesses that are vacant 
during the Sunday peak absorb the Church’s overflow parking demand. In such instances, 
there are generally formal shared parking agreements between the church and adjacent 
businesses. When the Young Nak church demand is removed from the weekend demand 
data the result is a stark decrease in demand.  
Research generally indicates that an elasticity range between -.01 and -.06 – that is, 
parking demand decreases by one to six percent for every 10 percent increase in price 
have the greatest potential for shared parking or absorbing the demand created by new 
development (ITE, 2004, p.8).  
 
A good example of such sharing is occurring between the Young Nak Presbyterian 
Church of Los Angeles and Standard Die and Stadco.  On Sundays, the church guests 
park in the Stadco lots until the evening. Properly pricing parking is directly related to 
demand.  Now that the demand for each lot has been recorded an experiment with setting 
a fee for these lots and monitoring the effect on demand would be a means to determine 
the price that would encourage the desired occupancy rate.   
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6.1.5 Max Demand Weekday vs. Weekend  
 
Yet another characteristic of parking demand in zone three is the disparity between 
weekday and weekend max demand. The total max weekend demand is 78% while the 
total max weekday demand is only 47%. Although both of these demand rates are less 
than optimal, the weekday max demand of 47% is extremely low. What is notable is that 
these figures represent the highest demand observed; often during non-peak periods the 
demand for many land uses is substantially lower. 
 
Table 6-5 shows the side-by-side numerical and statistical comparison of weekday and 
weekend max demand for all land uses in zone three. Including the church’s Sunday max 
demand the three chief land uses (church, commercial, and light manufacturing) remain 
underutilized throughout the week. The church’s max demand ranges from 18% on the 
weekday to 100% on the weekend. The commercial uses’ max demand ranges from 63% 
on the weekday to 72% on the weekend. While light manufacturing uses’ max demand is 
64% on the weekday and 68% on the weekend. These less than optimal demand rates 
which represent 86% of the parking supply, reveal that the majority of the time there is a 
surplus of parking spaces in zone three.  
 
Table 6-6 builds upon the statistical and numerical data within Table 6-5. Each quadrant 
corresponds to the dichotomy between weekday/weekend demand and above/below 
optimal demand. As shown, only single family residential and restaurant uses maintain 
optimal occupancy throughout the entire seven day week. During the weekdays 
(Monday-Friday) the max demand for single family residential, service shop, restaurant, 
63
and warehouse uses is optimal. During the weekends (Saturday- Sunday) the max 
demand for church, single family, and restaurant uses is optimal. Conversely, the 
following uses consistently remain below optimal demand throughout the entire week: 
auto service, commercial, light manufacturing, multi-family residential and public 
facilities.  
Table 6-5: Max Demand Weekday vs. Weekend 
LAND USE 
Weekday 
Max 
Demand 
% of 
Supply 
Weekend 
Max 
Demand 
% of 
Supply 
Multi Family 
Residential 11 41% 17 63% 
Single Family 
Residential 20 105% 20 105% 
Residential  TOTAL  31 67% 37 80% 
Service Shop 56 98% 26 46% 
Auto Service  14 78% 10 56% 
Warehouse -10,000 3 100% 1 33% 
Light Manufacturing 232 64% 246 68% 
Public Facilities 66 64% 24 23% 
Restaurant 12 100% 13 108% 
Commercial 
(freestanding 
discount) 264 72% 233 63% 
Church 139 18% 769 100% 
Other Uses TOTAL 786 47% 1,322 78% 
ALL USES TOTAL 817 47% 1,359 78% 
Source: Field Observations, March 2009 
 
It is unusual for the parking supply over a large area to be at 100% occupancy even when 
the demand is known to exceed the supply. This is because there is an inherent 
inefficiency in matching cars with vacant spaces. When someone leaves a space, it may 
be several minutes before someone seeking a space manages to find the vacant space. 
Off-street parking and parking in more remote areas may never fill up because people 
simply don’t know it is there, or would rather drive around looking for a more convenient 
or cheaper space. Because of this phenomenon, many parking researchers have suggested 
that the supply in supply/demand comparisons should be reduced 10 to 15%
the “practical capacity” of the parking system.
  
Table 6
Source: Field Observations, March 2009
 
In summation, these analyses reveal that the state of parking in zone three has a complex 
and fluctuating nature. Although the overall demand percentage is 85%, “correlating 
parking observation to the hour of the day is a critical element of understanding demand” 
(ITE 2004, Appendix C). The most important revelation that emerges from this data 
analysis is that there are clear disparities between the supply and demand of parking in 
zone three.  
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 (MTC, 2007) 
-6: Weekday vs. Weekend Optimal Demand 
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CHAPTER VII – CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
7.1 Conclusion 
The pursuit of smart growth and sustainable neighborhood development involves the 
integration of an array of stand-alone policies. It is important to point out that the 
cumulative effects of a host of parking management strategies work together to fully 
realize the vision set forth by a city’s General Plan. The process of choosing which 
strategies are appropriate and feasible can be a long and arduous one that involves many 
stakeholders such as business owners, developers, homeowners, citizens and the city 
government. With this being said throughout the years the CASP was being developed 
there were many well-intentioned sustainability goals which ended up being thwarted 
either because of lack of support or feasibility concerns. It is widely known that the 
management of parking demand and supply is highly complex because of its political and 
controversial nature. This point is echoed in the realization that there are a few 
progressive parking management strategies that were considered but for one reason or 
another were not established in the CASP. For example the plan was originally 
envisioned with hopes to become the first LEED-ND certified municipal plan. However 
after a lengthy application process eventually the cost vs. benefit analysis revealed that 
participation in the LEED-ND pilot program was not as advantageous as it was once 
deemed.  
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A careful evaluation of the CASP revealed that while it does institute several progressive 
parking policies that are more stringent than the LAMC, ultimately there is still number 
of relevant parking management strategies that scholars and model cities have 
demonstrated which could serve to strengthen the CASP in the future.  This study offers 
recommendations on which strategies the CASP can employ to more ambitiously address 
the General Plan's long term goals related to parking management. The findings of the 
literature and best practices review inform the crux of the recommended parking 
management and implementation strategies that are offered.   
 
7.2. General Directions 
The CASP needs to stay the course in its original vision for the study area. The following 
are broad goals and objectives that can bolster the CASP vision and provide impetus for 
the recommendations made for parking management in this chapter: 
GOAL #1 
Reduction of greenhouse gas emission in the downtown and CASP area 
Objectives 
1.  Implement preferential treatment for transit vehicles. 
2.  Establish standards for the inclusion of bicycle and vehicular parking at and in the    
 vicinity of transit stations. 
GOAL #2 
Increase multi-modal accessibility within the CASP area. 
Objectives 
1.  Develop a bike station adjacent to transit centers. 
2.  Include multiple public transit and intercity transportation services. 
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GOAL #3 
A livable, economically viable specific plan area 
Objectives 
1.  Increase mixed-use zoning by 50 percent while preserving historical facades. 
2.  Reduce vehicle trips in the CASP area by 40 percent by 2050. 
3.  Implement variable congestion pricing for parking structures and eliminate free 
 parking. 
4. Revise parking requirements in appropriate locations to reduce costs and permit 
 pedestrian-oriented building design: 
a.  Modify parking standards and trip generation factors based on proximity to 
transit and provision of mixed-use and affordable housing. 
b.  Provide centralized and shared parking facilities as needed by establishing 
parking districts or business improvement districts and permit in-lieu parking fees 
in selected locations to further reduce on-site parking and make mixed-use 
development economically feasible. 
(City of Los Angeles General Plan, 2001) 
 
7.3 Parking Management Recommendations 
As previously mentioned in table 4.2 there are over three dozen parking management 
strategies that contemporary scholars and progressive cities have demonstrated to be 
successful in achieving a given end goal. “The appropriate mix of parking policies and 
parking management strategies are unique for each agency and jurisdiction. The mix 
must consider various factors, such as local objectives, existing parking occupancy, 
investment that is occurring, auto ownership and alternative travel mode availability. 
69
(MTC, 2007 p. 6) Of all the practices surveyed in chapter four, the CASP includes these 
ten measures: 
1) Car Sharing,  
2) Transit Friendly Parking Design, 
3) Transit Supportive Zoning,  
4) Transit Incentive Programs,  
5) Walk Ability And Wayfinding,  
6) Unbundled Parking  
7) Pedestrian And Bicycle Amenities,  
8) Reduced Parking Requirements  
9) TOD Friendly Parking Requirements  
10) Shared Parking 
 
This blend of management strategies is quite comprehensive and there is considerable 
overlap between the CASP policies and the top six strategies the Metropolitan 
Transportation Commission ranks in terms of effectiveness (MTC, 2007). Of the six top 
policies/programs that were identified, the CASP only lacks two. The plan does not 
mandate employers to provide transit passes or parking cash outs. These two strategies 
are relevant to the area and have potential to add another dimension to demand 
management and the promotion of alternative modes of transportation. 
 
7.3.1 Transit Passes 
 
Supporting alternative transportation options is an effective way to reduce parking 
demand. Since the proposed plan does not require on-site parking, the CASP should 
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require employers to provide discount transit passes for employees. Providing Eco Passes 
converts an up-front capital cost for parking spaces into an annual subsidy for transit, and 
many developers may want to make this trade. The Eco Passes can yield benefits for 
developers, property owners, employers, commuters, transit agencies, and cities. Most 
employees would prefer to work for a firm that offers free parking and free public transit 
than for a firm that offers only free parking, and the free transit passes are therefore a tax-
exempt fringe benefit that helps attract and retain workers. (Shoup, 2006 p. 4) 
 
7.3.2 Parking Cash Out 
 
Another way to reduce parking demand and parking requirements is to offer commuters 
the option to “cash out” their employer-paid parking. Under California Law, Assembly 
Bill 2109 (1992) requires parking cash-out of sites with 50 or more employees in non-
attainment air quality areas which provide parking subsidies, have non-owned employee 
parking and can reduce parking without a financial penalty (MTC, 2007 p. 31). Giving 
commuters the choice between free parking or its equivalent cash value shows that even 
free parking has a cost—the forgone cash. Commuters can continue to park free at work, 
but the cash option also rewards those who carpool, ride public transit, walk, or bike to 
work. A study on parking cash-out summarized results from seven work sites and 
estimated a 26 percent reduction in parking demand. After cashing out, solo driving to 
work fell by 17 percent. Carpooling increased by 64 percent. Transit ridership increased 
by 50 percent. Walking and bicycling increased by 33 percent. Commute parking demand 
fell by 11 percent (Shoup, 1992).  
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Both transit passes and parking cash out are cost effective because it is much cheaper to 
pay for a transit ride to and from work than to pay for a free parking space at work. Case 
studies suggest that developers can save at least $46 on the capital cost of required 
parking for each $1 a year they spend on Eco Passes. They can also save $40 on the 
capital cost of parking for each $1 a year they spend to offer parking cash out. The low 
cost of reducing the demand for parking compared with the high cost of increasing the 
supply shows that Eco Passes and parking cash out are cost-effective strategies. These 
cost-effectiveness comparisons were made in places famous for their addiction to cars: 
Silicon Valley (for Eco Passes) and Southern California (for parking cash out). If Eco 
Passes and parking cash out can reduce parking demand in these two places, they can 
probably achieve the same results in the CASP area. 
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APPENDICES 
 
Appendix A: Definition of Terms (LA Municipal Code) 
 
PARALLEL PARKING STALL  A parking stall having its length parallel with its access 
aisle.   (Amended by Ord.  No.  142,306, Oper. 2/9/72.) 
 
PARKING AREA, PRIVATE  An open area located on the same lot with a dwelling, 
apartment house, hotel or apartment hotel, for the parking of automobiles of the 
occupants of such building.  (Amended by Ord.  No. 138,859, Eff.  8/21/69.) 
 
PARKING AREA, PUBLIC  Any open area other than a street or a private parking area, 
used for the parking of more than four automobiles. 
 
PARKING BAY  The width of two rows of parking stalls and the aisle between, or on a 
single loaded aisle with width of one row of parking stalls and the access aisle.   (Added 
by Ord.  No.  142,306, Oper.  2/9/72.) 
 
PARKING.  BUILDING  Any garage designed and used primarily for the parking of 
automobiles.  (Amended by Ord.  No.  144,082, Eff.  12/11/72.) 
 
PARKING SPACE, AUTOMOBILE  Space within a building or a private or public 
parking area, exclusive of driveways, ramps, columns, office and work areas, for the 
parking of one (1) automobile. 
 
PARKING STALL  Same as Parking Space, Automobile.  (Added by Ord.  No.  142,306, 
Oper.  2/9/72.) 
 
SPECIFIC PLAN  A specific plan is a definite statement adopted by ordinance of 
policies, standards and regulations, together with a map or description defining the 
locations where such policies, standards and regulations are applicable.   (Added by Ord.  
No.  138,800, Eff.  6/13/69.)  
 
 
 
 
  
Appendix B: Sample Primary Data Collection 
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